iour is scarce. This study analyses the factors explaining the gap between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour of recent higher education graduates in the Euregio Meuse-Rhine, a cross-border region spanning the Netherlands, Belgium, and Germany. The analysis is based on mixed methods, including survey data collected in 2015 and 2017 as well as semistructured interviews to find out more about respondents' personal mobility trajectories and the extent to which their behaviour reflects their actual (im)mobility preferences. The findings indicate that location-specific capital impacts the probability to realise one's (im)mobility intention, as do other forms of capital, such as previous mobility experience and an internship during the study. Furthermore, personality traits and unexpected events, such as a change in relationship status, influence if respondents realise their initial (im)mobility intention.
gap between the two (Coulter & Scott, 2015; Kley, 2017; Kley & Mulder, 2010) .
Research on the relationship between the mobility intentions of prospective higher education graduates and their actual mobility is scarce. To our knowledge, no previous studies have analysed the factors explaining the relationship between (prospective) graduates' (im) mobility intentions and their subsequent (im)mobility behaviour. This study aims at addressing this gap by answering the following research questions: (a) Which factors explain the gap between prospective graduates' (im)mobility intentions and actual (im)mobility behaviour? and (b) To what extent do (im)mobility outcomes reveal recent graduates' preferences for (im)mobility? In answering these questions, this study can help predict future (im)mobility flows of recent graduates and is a first step towards informing policymakers on the retention of higher education graduates.
For the purpose of this study, higher education graduates are defined as individuals who completed tertiary education at a university or universities of applied sciences, including Bachelor's, Master's, and PhD programmes. The concept of mobility 1 accounts for a diverse range of mobility outcomes that could follow graduation, including moves over short and long distances, within and across countries, for various time spans and reasons. Furthermore, moving (i.e., mobility) and not moving (i.e., immobility) are seen as equivalent options in this study. To account for both at the same time, we choose to use the term (im)mobility throughout this paper, thereby contributing to moving away from the so-called mobility bias in migration research, which regards immobility as the norm and mobility as an exceptional phenomenon requiring explanation (Carling & Schewel, 2018) . Moreover, we apply the concept of "intentions" to refer to concrete prospects of (im)mobility, which has been found to be a good predictor of behaviour (Carling, 2019) .
The analysis is based on microlevel panel survey data from 2015 (Wave 1) and 2017 (Wave 2) that includes the (im)mobility intentions of prospective graduates from five higher education institutions in the Euregio Meuse-Rhine (EMR) 2 and their subsequent (im)mobility behaviour. It is combined with 27 qualitative semistructured interviews to find out more about respondents' personal mobility trajectories. To our knowledge, this study is among the first to use a mixed methods approach to examine the relationship between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour. Furthermore, we apply a multidisciplinary approach, which few studies have employed so far (Jokela, 2014) .
In line with previous studies, we find that location-specific capital such as attachment to the region, proxied by already being familiar with the study region, impacts the probability to realise one's (im) mobility intention, as do other resources, such as previous mobility experience and an internship during studying. Unexpected events, such as a change in relationship status, furthermore impact the likelihood of realising the initial (im)mobility intention. The interviews confirm these findings and highlight the importance of employment opportunities and (changes in) relationships in explaining the gap between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour. Furthermore, they show that recent graduates in most cases voluntarily change their (im) mobility intentions because of a combination of factors such as unexpected job offers and relationship transitions. Sometimes, interviewees postponed the realisation of their intention and very rarely failed to realise their intention.
The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. First, we review the existing literature on the relationship between (im)mobility intentions and actual behaviour, develop a conceptual framework, and formulate research hypotheses. Second, we introduce our data and methodology. Third, we present the results of the quantitative analysis and link them to the key findings of our interviews. Finally, we conclude and formulate recommendations for future research.
| (IM)MOBILITY INTENTIONS AND SUBSEQUENT BEHAVIOUR: THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND PREVIOUS FINDINGS
The relationship between mobility intentions and actual behaviour at the individual and household level has already received some attention from scholars from different academic disciplines including economics, demography, sociology, and psychology (Clark & Lisowski, 2017; Dommermuth & Klüsener, 2018; Coulter & Scott, 2015; Coulter, 2013; De Groot, Mulder, Das, & Manting, 2011; Kley & Mulder, 2010; Lu, 1999; De Jong, Root, Gardner, Fawcett, & Abad, 1986 ) and multidisciplinary approaches (Jokela, 2014; Van Dalen & Henkens, 2008) . As a result, migration decision-making has come to be seen as a complex process consisting of various stages rather than a one-off event. Scholars commonly distinguish between two-stage models (see, e.g., Carling's (2002) aspiration/ability framework) and multistage models (distinguishing, e.g., between a considering, a planning, and a realising migration phase; Kley, 2011 , Kley, 2017 . This shows that in both theoretical and empirical work on migration decision-making, different concepts referring to the prospects of migration (e.g., migration aspirations, considerations, and plans) are being used. These concepts are sometimes used interchangeably but should not be conflated because they have different meanings (Carling, 2019; Carling & Schewel, 2018) . This is important to keep in mind when reviewing and comparing the existing literature on the relationship between migration intentions and behaviour, because the extent to which intentions or related concepts are realised is likely to depend on how they were measured. Migration considerations, for example, are defined as thinking of migration "as a potential course of action for oneself" (Carling, 2019, p. 9 ) and can easily be abandoned again without any consequences (Kley, 2017) . Migration intentions or plans, in contrast, are more concrete and more significant indicators for future mobility (Carling, 2019) .
Much of the existing research draws on the theory of planned behaviour (Coulter, van Ham, & Feijten, 2011; Dommermuth & Klüsener, 2018) , its forerunner the theory of reasoned action or a combination of both (Kley, 2017; Van Dalen & Henkens, 2013) . The theory of reasoned action assumes that behaviour is preceded by intention, and therefore, intentions predict behaviour, when measured in an appropriate way (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980) . Indeed, this assumption holds for most of the literature on the microlevel relationship between migration intentions (or related concepts) and behaviour: Migration intentions are generally found to be a "good" predictor of migration behaviour (Clark & Lisowski, 2017; Dommermuth & Klüsener, 2018; Hoppe & Fujishiro, 2015; Van Dalen & Henkens, 2013; Van Dalen & Henkens, 2008; De Jong, 2000; De Jong et al., 1986) including for young people (Kley & Mulder, 2010) . 3 However, migration intentions do not predict subsequent behaviour perfectly, as a share of individuals who intend to move "fail" to realise these intentions (Kley, 2017; Coulter, 2013; De Groot et al., 2011; Lu, 1999) . Studying younger peoples' (mean age 32) migration from Spain to Germany, Hoppe and Fujishiro (2015) find that they are more likely to realise their migration intentions because they are less settled and more open to migration, especially when transitioning from higher education to employment. On the contrary, Dommermuth and Klüsener (2018) conclude that younger adults (aged 18 to 24) in Norway change moving intentions more frequently due to a higher level of uncertainty at this life stage compared with later life stages.
| Resources, opportunities, and unexpected events
The theory of planned behaviour extends the theory of reasoned action by including the concept of "perceived behavioural control," which implies that individuals are more likely to realise their intentions if they perceive their resources and opportunities to migrate as sufficient (Ajzen, 1991) . Hence, intentions in combination with perceived behavioural control are assumed to predict behaviour. This notion is in accordance with theoretical frameworks that incorporate aspirations or capabilities of individuals into migration decision-making.
These frameworks understand migration as a process during which individuals first develop migration aspirations, which are realised depending on their abilities or capabilities (Carling, 2002; De Haas, 2011) . Hence, the realisation of migration intentions is assumed to depend on resources such as financial, social, human capital, and location-specific capital, for instance regional familiarity (Coulter, 2013; Fuller, 1986; Kley & Mulder, 2010; Landale & Guest, 1985) . Becoming more settled in a region through the accumulation of different forms of capital 4 is associated with individuals' inability to realise their mobility intentions (Landale & Guest, 1985; Lu, 1999) . Kley and Mulder (2010) analysed what determines the realisation of young German adults' (aged 18-29) migration considerations and plans and concluded that they are more likely to realise these if they have their own income, if they do not live with their parents, if they have friends who migrated, and if they have previous migration experience. Previous migration experience is also regarded as a form of capital as it may reduce the costs of moving again (Kley & Mulder, 2010) . In addition, opportunities such as a concrete job offer or access to housing are decisive for individuals to be able to realise their mobility desires (Coulter & Scott, 2015) , whereas a lack of opportunities may lead individuals to abandon or postpone mobility.
According to the theory of planned behaviour, intentions may not be realised if certain unexpected events affect intentions or perceived behavioural control (Ajzen, 1991) , which is confirmed by research on migration intentions (or related concepts) and behaviour (Coulter & Scott, 2015; De Groot et al., 2011; Kan, 1999; De Jong et al., 1986; Gardner et al.,1986) . Having analysed the mobility intentions and behaviour of adults based on longitudinal household data from the United States, Clark and Lisowski (2017) stress that disregarding age, for many moving, is indeed a process that is preceded by the formation of intentions, whereas for many others, moving can become necessary or unavoidable under certain circumstances. This can go two ways: Either individuals who initially intended to migrate do not move or those who did not intend to migrate do move. This includes those who are involuntarily (im)mobile (see Carling, 2002) . Socioeconomic changes, for example, with regard to employment, are important lifecourse events that are frequently cited to alter migration intentions or to prevent people from realising their intentions (Coulter & Scott, 2015; De Groot et al., 2011; Gardner et al., 1986; Kan, 1999) . When and where recent higher education graduates will find employment is not always predictable before graduation. Being familiar with the region where one studies can increase the access to relevant information on job opportunities and has been found to influence recent graduates' mobility (Venhorst, 2013) . Hence, we expect individuals with more resources and opportunities to be more likely to realise their intention to stay or leave. Specifically, we expect respondents with more regional familiarity to realise their intention to stay and respondents with increased previous mobility experience to be more likely to realise their intention to leave (H1).
In addition, migration decisions are not always made in isolation from others. Mincer (1978) introduced the concept of the "tied mover," which implies that individuals' migration decisions need to be aligned with the wishes of the partner. Migration occurs if the net gain of migration for both partners is positive, even though one partner, the so-called tied mover, gains comparatively less from moving (Mincer, 1978) . This is comparable with the "principle of linked lives" used in life-course approaches, which stresses the importance of significant others in shaping individuals' lives (Elder, 1994) . Therefore, the role of the partner is potentially important in explaining the gap between mobility intentions and behaviour. In line with this, Coulter, van Ham, and Feijten (2012) find that moving desires of Britons are most likely to be realised if both partners share the desire to move with women being more likely not to realise their migration intentions if their partner disagrees. In addition, changes in the relationship status have been found to affect the realisation of mobility intentions, both for individuals intending to stay and individuals intending to leave in the case of the United States (Clark & Lisowski, 2017) . Therefore, we hypothesise that unexpected life-course events, such as a change in relationship status, can explain why recent higher education graduates do not realise their initial (im)mobility intention (H2).
| Personality traits
Some scholars have devoted attention to the role of psychology in studying the relationship between migration intentions and behaviour.
Psychological characteristics do not only predict mobility intentions (Canache, Hayes, Mondak, & Wals, 2013; Fouarge, Özer, & Seegers, 2019; Jokela, 2009 ) 5 but furthermore help explain the realisation of mobility intentions (Jokela, 2014; Van Dalen & Henkens, 2013) . Van Dalen and Henkens (2013) find that the personality traits sensationseeking (i.e., risk-loving) and self-efficacy (i.e., being in control) positively influence emigration intentions among native-born Dutch residents. However, they find no significant evidence for these variables in explaining the realisation of emigration intentions. Jokela (2014) focused on the role of the Big Five personality traits in realising migration desires in British households. The results indicate that people scoring high on the Big Five personality trait conscientiousness are more likely to act according to their desires. This is in line with the research literature that assumes that people scoring high on this personality trait are reliable, organised, responsible, and "planful" (Ashton, 2007; Jokela, 2014; McCrae & John, 1992) . Jokela (2014) furthermore finds that people scoring high on the personality trait neuroticism are less likely to realise their migration desires. This implies that respondents without a desire to move are more likely to actually move and those who do desire to move are less likely to do so. The study, however, does not explain the mechanism behind this phenomenon. Neuroticism is associated with worrying excessively and being more sensitive to negative emotions and feelings. Neurotic individuals are therefore more prone to experiencing fear and anxiety (Ashton, 2007; McCrae & John, 1992) , which is why they might be quicker in expressing moving desires based on their current emotional state (Jokela, 2014) , without acting in line with these. The same fear could furthermore prevent one from realising mobility intentions. Therefore, we expect higher scorers on conscientiousness to be more likely to realise (im)mobility intentions (H3) and higher scorers on neuroticism to be less likely to realise their (im)mobility intentions (H4).
To our knowledge, no previous study has analysed the relationship between prospective graduates' (im)mobility intentions and their actual (im)mobility behaviour after completing higher education.
Looking at this group separately is especially interesting for various reasons. First, recent graduates have several characteristics in common. They are at a similar (young) age, which makes them less likely to be settled because they are less likely to be married, have children, or own a house. In addition, they are highly educated, which translates into more opportunities and resources, as well as improved career prospects. All of them are anticipating a major life event, the transition from higher education to employment, which is likely to trigger mobility. In the context of today's ongoing competition for talent, higher education graduates are often regarded as ideal individuals to retain (Czaika, 2018; van Riemsdijk & Wang, 2017) . Better understanding the (im)mobility behaviour of recent graduates and how it relates to previously formed intentions despite these similar characteristics can help predict future migration flows and inform policies on the retention of higher education graduates.
In addition, existing research commonly focuses on moving intentions and disregards the option of staying as a valid alternative to moving (Carling, 2019; Carling & Schewel, 2018; Schewel, 2019) . By analysing (im)mobility intentions and behaviour, we contribute to moving away from this so-called mobility bias, which considers immobility as the norm and mobility as "an aberration, demanding explanation" (Carling & Schewel, 2018, p. 954) . Both mobility and immobility should be treated as "equivalent options" (Carling, 2019, p. 17) in the decision-making process, even though they might be motivated by different factors (Carling & Schewel, 2018; Mata-Codesal, 2015; Schewel, 2019) .
| Conceptual framework
Based on the reviewed literature, we developed the conceptual framework depicted in Figure 1 to explain the hypothesised relationship between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour of recent higher education graduates. The framework acknowledges that the migration decision-making is a process consisting of various stages. In a first step, the prospect of graduation from university triggers students to think about their future (im)mobility. Based on an analysis of their current situation and their available options, they form (im)mobility intentions. Both staying in the study region (immobility) and leaving the study region (mobility) are regarded as equivalent alternatives, which deserve further analysis (Carling, 2019) . The formation of (im)mobility intentions is influenced by students' perceived abilities and constraints to realise respective intentions (also referred to as "perceived behavioural control," "self-efficacy," or "capability" in the literature). If (im)mobility is not feasible at all, respective intentions will not be formed.
The focus of this paper is on the second step, namely, the relationship between (im)mobility intentions that were already formed and subsequent (im)mobility behaviour. Although important to mention for a more comprehensive overview of the decision-making process, analysing the factors influencing the first stage, the formation of intentions, is beyond the scope of this paper. Based on the literature review, we identify three groups of intervening factors linking (im) mobility intentions and behaviour, namely, resources and opportunities, unexpected events, and the Big Five personality traits. Examples for resources and opportunities in the context of graduate (im)mobility are educational level, previous mobility, work experience, and regional familiarity. Unexpected events can be both positive and negative (i.e., "disruptive"; Clark, 2016) . Examples are relationship breakups, finding a new partner, unexpected job offers, or not being able to find a job in the preferred destination. 6 Perceived abilities and constraints and changes in these perceptions also have an influence on the implementation of (im)mobility intentions. Whereas existing research based on quantitative data mostly looks at whether or not individuals moved and how this compares with their previously indicated intentions, we argue that it is important to disentangle the (im)mobility outcomes in more detail. If individuals do not act according to their intentions, it is often described as a failure or inability to realise intentions, which is not necessarily the case and does not reflect the internal decision-making process sufficiently. At the same time, referring to (im)mobility behaviour as "revealed preferences" may be problematic as individuals are not always able to act according to their preferences.
Based on semistructured interviews with individuals who participated in the survey, we aim to arrive at a more nuanced understanding of the (im)mobility outcomes and how they relate to individuals' actual preferences.
| DATA AND METHODOLOGY

| Mixed methods design
This paper applies a mixed methods approach using both microlevel survey data and semistructured interviews. Combining qualitative and quantitative research methods can have several advantages as it arguably produces "more complete knowledge" (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p. 21) . Using a combination of methods can contribute to overcoming weaknesses of one single method and therefore lead to more meaningful conclusions (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004) . This is especially relevant for the topic under investigation in this study. As argued by Van Dalen and Henkens (2008), it is "necessary to add information on circumstances and expectations between the time of measuring intentions and the time when actual behaviour is measured" (p. 20). Combining qualitative and quantitative data adds to a more nuanced understanding of the gap between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour through disentangling if individuals do not realise their intentions because of failing to realise, postponing, or voluntarily changing them. Furthermore, it gives insights into the underlying reasons and motivations leading up to this. Existing literature on the relationship between migration intentions and behaviour is, however, mostly based on quantitative methods. By using mixed methods, this study therefore also contributes to the field of research methodologically.
The purpose of combining qualitative and quantitative methods in this paper is twofold, namely, triangulation and complementarity (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989; Schoonenboom & Johnson, 2017) . First, both the survey and interview data aim to answer the first research question on the intervening factors explaining the gap between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour, to see if they yield the same results (i.e., triangulation). In addition, the interviews can help us arrive at a more nuanced understanding of recent graduates' (im) mobility trajectories through disentangling if interviewees were able to act according to their (im)mobility preferences. Hence, they yield complementary information on the process underlying the quantitative outcomes. In doing so, they enhance the quantitative findings and provide context and illustrations to them (Bryman, 2006; Schoonenboom & Johnson, 2017) .
Regarding the timing of research activities, the study follows a sequential-independent design, meaning that the survey and the interview data were collected sequentially (i.e., survey was implemented before interviews were conducted) and the analyses of both data sources were conducted independent of each other.
Hence, the qualitative analysis does not depend on the quantitative analysis or vice versa. Data sources were integrated at two points, F I G U R E 1 Conceptual framework namely, for the sampling of interviewees and when discussing the results. The study is thus in line with Creswell and Plano Clark's (2011) typology of a convergent parallel design (i.e., independent analysis and integration of findings in results section). The study is guided by a realist epistemological approach, which allows us to interpret the data in a straightforward way because it is assumed that experiences are adequately reflected by respondents' language (Braun & Clarke, 2006) .
| Surveys
The quantitative analysis is based on microlevel survey data of (prospective) higher education graduates of different disciplines from five higher education institutions (Maastricht University, Zuyd University of Applied Sciences, RWTH Aachen, FH Aachen, and University of Hasselt) in the EMR. The data collection was carried out by Maastricht University in cooperation with the respective institutions at two points in time-from June to October in 2015 and from September to October in 2017. In 2015, students were approached through their student email accounts 7 and if they indicated to be willing to participate in future research (57.4%), respondents were again approached via email in 2017 using the email addresses respondents had provided themselves in 2015. This allowed us to follow the same cohort and to learn more about the relationship between (im)mobility intentions (which was the focus of the 2015 survey) and actual (im) mobility behaviour after graduation (the focus of the 2017 survey).
The probability that graduates leave the study region is the highest in the 2 years after graduation and decreases with every additional year (for German NUTS3, see Teichert, Niebuhr, Otto, & Rossen, 2018 ; for Finnish NUTS3, see Haapanen & Tervo, 2012 , and for German NUTS1, see Busch & Weigert, 2010) . We therefore leave approximately two years between the implementation of the first and second survey. This furthermore increases the chances for respondents to have finished their studies and to have had the possibility to move. Not all mobility takes place immediately after finishing education, however, and we may therefore not be able to fully capture all mobility flows in this study.
The response rate for the data collected in 2017 is 14.0% (N = 220) compared with the whole sample in 2015 (N = 1570).
The response rate is computed excluding those who had an uncertain (im)mobility intention (45.4%) in 2015 because we are only interested in those who had a clear intention. 8 We furthermore exclude those who commuted to university from outside the study region (13.7%) in 2015 to compare groups with a similar geographical starting point. Last, we exclude students who were at the beginning of their Bachelor's (9.9%) in 2015 to limit the possibility that respondents have not finished 9 the degree they were pursuing back in 2015. Therefore, we can assume that our respondents experienced a transition (e.g., to the labour market or another study programme) between the first and second wave of the survey, which implies that all of them had to make a decision of whether or not to move.
| Quantitative data analysis
In our main model, we estimate probit regressions to better understand the relationship between the initial (im)mobility intention 10 and actual behaviour. We run separate models for respondents with the intention to stay and those with the intention to leave the region after the completion of the degree they were studying for in 2015. The nonrandom sampling approach gives reason to suspect that the probit regression suffers from sample selection bias. This might be the case if the (im)mobility behaviour of respondents who participated in the 2017 survey is systematically different from those who did not participate in the follow-up (Baum, 2006) . Because our dependent variable is binary, we opt for a binomial probit with a selection procedure to account for possible selection effects (Van de van de Ven & Praag, 1981) . This procedure is divided into two stages. First, a selection model is specified estimating the likelihood of respondents to participate in the 2017 survey. Second, the binary dependent variable for realising one's (im)mobility intention conditional on having participated in the 2017 survey is estimated in the outcome models ( Table 2) . intentions. The rationale behind this is that respondents might not use their university email address any longer after graduation, which decreases the chances of participation in the 2017 survey and is likely to bias in favour of stayers. Moreover, we assume that respondents who wanted to participate in the raffle shared their contact details to support further research more easily. As expected, we find significant positive signs for the prize variable for both stayers and leavers, whereas the email variable was only positive and significant for the stayers. The results of the selection stage can be found in the Table   A2 . 
| Dependent variable
| Independent variables and control variables
To test our hypotheses, we include a set of independent variables, which are expected to explain the gap between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour. As proxies for resources and opportunities, which could have an influence on whether or not respondents realise their (im)mobility intentions, we include previous mobility experience, regional familiarity (indicating if respondents were born in the EMR, lived in the EMR at age 16, and lived in the EMR in 2015), having done an internship inside or outside the study region, and educational level (degree one was pursuing in 2015; all linked to H1). To account for unexpected changes (H2), we include changes in relationship status between 2015 and 2017 and if expectations for activities after graduation (continue studying, working, and others) changed. Finally, we include self-reported Big Five personality traits (conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, openness to experience, and neuroticism; H3 and H4), which are measured in 2015 using the 15-item Big Five Inventory of personality dimensions that are assessed using a 7-point Likert-type scale (Ashton, 2007) . Cronbach's alpha is used to group the different items of the Big Five Inventory.
In addition, we include a set of control variables including age, gender, and the study field in 2015 distinguishing between soft (e. g., social sciences and health and welfare) and hard science, (e. g., mathematics and engineering) based on the ISCED-F 2013 classification. 14 Moreover, we account for the importance respondents attach to the quality of life and social ties when choosing their residency after graduation. 15 These variables are measured in 2015 and combined using factor analyses. 16 We test for multicollinearity among the explanatory variables used in our models. The regression coefficients are stable with a variance inflation factor value (VIF) of 1.3. The VIF measures the extent of correlation between one independent variable and the other independent variables in the model. A VIF between 4 and 10 or higher is a sign of multicollinearity (O'Brien, 2007) .
| Interviews
The quantitative analysis is combined with 27 semistructured qualitative interviews with survey respondents to better understand the gap between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour. The quantitative and qualitative analyses can both help us better understand the gap between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour by identifying the intervening factors (i.e., triangulation). In addition, interviews allow us to disentangle if intentions were not realised because (a) people changed their intentions, (b) failed to realise their intentions, or (c) if mobility was postponed (i.e., contextualisation).
Using a nonrandom purposive sampling technique (Patton, 1990) , survey respondents who had not realised their (im)mobility intention and who had agreed on supporting further research in 2017 were invited for an interview via email. In total, 85 respondents were approached. With 27 conducted interviews, the response rate is 31.8%. Interviews were conducted between April and May 2018.
Depending on time and distance constraints, they were conducted in person by the authors themselves, via Skype or telephone, or in writing. Interviews were conducted in English, German, or Dutch. During the interviews, respondents were asked about their personal (im) mobility trajectory and the main determinants underlying their (im) mobility behaviour.
In total, we interviewed 13 people who intended to leave in 2015 but were still living in the region in 2017 and 14 people who intended to stay in 2015 but had left in 2017. The 27 interviewees are on average 26.4 years old (ranging from 22 to 33), 11 are female and 16 male. 17 The majority is German (N = 10) followed by Dutch (N = 7), and Belgian (N = 4). In addition, two respondents come from other European countries 18 and four from non-European countries 19 . We expected all interviewees to have graduated from the programme they were studying for when participating in the first wave of the survey in 2015 by the time of the interview.
| Qualitative data analysis
Having conducted and transcribed the interviews ourselves, we were very familiar with the qualitative data already. For further data immersion, we repeatedly listened to recordings and reread the transcripts.
Using a deductive approach guided by the research questions, literature review, hypotheses, and analytical framework, we went carefully through recordings and transcriptions to examine and organise the information. Data were coded manually in line with various principles (e.g., intention, behaviour, explanation, occupation, gender, age, and origin; Gläser & Laudel, 2013) . This allowed us to identify common as well as exceptional experiences of interviewees. In doing so, we applied a realist perspective and a semantic approach "not looking beyond what a participant has said" (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 84 ).
Common categories are described in the results section together with illustrative quotes.
| RESULTS
| Descriptive analysis
The descriptive statistics of the independent and control variables included in the regression analysis are presented in Table 1 , disaggregated by (im)mobility intention and whether or not the intention was realised.
| Stayers
The first part of 
professional status. And 71.4% of those who realised the intention to stay indicated that family and friends played an important part in their decision to stay, followed by the partner and the living environment (important for 70.2% each), and work (important for 67.9%). For those who intended to stay but left, 88.2% indicated work as an important reason for this. In this regard, they differ significantly from stayers who realised their intention; 64.7% of those who did not realise their intention to stay reported that the partner played an important role in their decision to leave, followed by the costs of living and the living environment (58.8% each). A significantly larger share of those who did not realise their intention to stay also indicated "adventure" as a reason for moving. Other significant differences between the two groups relate to their familiarity with the region (56.0% vs. 32.4%, respectively) and changes in the relationship status. Of those who realised the intention to stay, 94.1% did not experience changes in their relationship status between 2015 and 2017, compared with 73.5% of those who did not realise the intention to stay; 8.8% of those who did not realise their intention to stay broke up with their partner, and 17.7% found a new partner, compared with 2.4% and 3.6% of stayers, respectively. Finally, there is a significant difference between those who realised their intention to stay and those who did not with regard to their score on conscientiousness, with stayers scoring slightly higher.
| Leavers
The second part of Family and friends were reported to play an important role in the decision to leave for 63.1% compared with 48.7% of those who stayed.
The share of respondents who indicated the partner to play an important role reaches 60.0% among leavers and 43.2% among stayers.
Finally, 50.8% of those who realised their intention to leave reported adventure as a main reason, compared with 13.2% of those who did not realise their intention. Those who did not realise their intention to leave are on average more familiar with the region (19.9% vs. 10.8%) and have less mobility experience (mean 3.2 vs. 4.5 previous moves).
Finally, the two groups differ significantly when it comes to changes in their relationship status between 2015 and 2017. Those who realised the intention to leave less frequently experienced changes in their relationship status (67.7% vs. 78.4%) were separated (9.2% vs. 8.6%) or found a new partner (23.1% vs. 11.4%) more often. are presented using average marginal effects. The hypotheses will be tested based on the BPSM. Results of the probit models, including the coefficients of the control variables, and the full results of the BPSM, including the outcomes of the selection stage, can be found in the Table A2 .
| Explaining the gap between (im)mobility intention and behaviour
| Intervening factors: Resources and opportunities, unexpected events, and personality
The significance level of the Wald test and the likelihood-ratio test of independent equations rejects the null hypothesis with an estimated rho of (−1) between the two equations' errors, indicating that the probit models suffer from sample selection. Estimates explaining the gap between (im)mobility intention and behaviour without controlling for sample selection would therefore lead to biased results. The BPSM controls for this bias (Models 2a and 2b; Baum, 2006; van de Ven & Praag, 1981; Heckman, 1979) . Unless reported otherwise, results of the BPSM (Models 2a and 2b ) and the probit model (Models 1a and 1b) are consistent with respect to the sign of the effects and the significance of the effects. However, the difference in magnitude of the marginal effects between these models is relatively large.
| Resources and opportunities
In Model 1b, average marginal predictions indicate that the probability of having realised the intention to stay in the study region increases In the BPSM for realising the intention to leave (Model 2b), previous mobility increases the probability by 1.6 pp for the respondents who realised the intention to leave. A similar effect is reported in Model 2a with 5.6 pp.
On average, the probability of having realised the intention to stay in the study region decreases by 9.0 pp in the BPSM 1b for those following a Master's degree relative to the respondents following a
Bachelor's degree in 2015. The magnitude of the effect in Model 1a is larger with 22.7 pp. Oftentimes, students continue studying for a
Master's degree at the same university after finalising their Bachelor's.
The completion of a Master's degree is likely to be followed by the transition to the labour market, which comes with a higher level of uncertainty. These results are in line with previous research emphasising that mobility increases with educational level and increased mobility experience (e.g., Kooiman, Latten, & Bontje, 2018; Venhorst, van Dijk, & van Wissen, 2010) .
Having done an internship outside the study region relative to having done an internship within the study region increases the prob- Thus, respondents who have done an internship within the study region are less likely to realise their intention to leave. Through the internship, recent graduates might have accessed networks, which provided information about labour market opportunities inside the study region, respectively, and facilitated the transition from higher education to the labour market (Teichert et al., 2018) . In line with this, the survey data shows that, on average, respondents who did not realise their intention to leave were unemployed for a much shorter period (1.87 months) before finding their first job compared with all other groups. 20 This might be an indicator for the important role that unexpected job offers play in retaining graduates who initially intended to leave.
The results show that different forms of resources and opportunities have divergent effects on the realisation of intentions to stay or leave. Whereas regional familiarity increases the propensity to realise the intention to stay, increased human and migration capital, measured through educational level and previous migration experience, have the opposite effect. Intentions to leave the region are more likely realised with increased migration capital and access to employment opportunities through internships outside the study region. Hypothesis H1 supports that individuals with more resources and opportunities are more likely to realise their intention to stay or leave partially for both groups. As expected, respondents who are familiar with the study region are more likely to realise their intention to stay, and those with more previous mobility experience are more likely to realise their intention to leave. In general, increased resources and opportunities point more towards leaving the study region, independent of the initial intention, whereas increases in location-specific capital point more towards staying. This suggests that respondents try to maximise the returns to their resources and might perceive the (labour market) opportunities in the study region as too restricted, which is why they do not perceive immobility as a valid option for their future.
As they increase their location-specific capital, these perceptions change and immobility does become an option.
| Unexpected events
The results of Model 1a indicate that the probability of having realised the intention to stay decreases by 36.5 pp for those who have a broken heart relative to the ones who have no change in their relationship status between Wave 1 and Wave 2. However, the effect is only marginally significant, and no significant effect is reported in the BPSM (Model 1b). Furthermore, the results indicate that the probability of having realised the intention to stay also decreases by 45.8 and 18.3 pp for those who found a new love compared with the respondents who did not face a change in their relationship status between Wave 1 and Wave 2 in Models 1a and 2a, respectively. A possible explanation for not realising the intention to stay is that both partners have divergent (im)mobility intentions (Coulter et al., 2012) . If this is the case, respondents' (im)mobility intentions may have had to be aligned with their partners' plans, and it is likely that they move to a place outside the study region, where both of them gain comparatively more from moving (Mincer, 1978) . 21 Furthermore, the average marginal prediction in the BPSM (Model 1b) indicates a higher probability to stay (4.7 pp) for the respondents who did what they expected to do after graduation (e. g., expects to start working after graduation and is indeed working after graduation). In Model 1a, without controlling for selection bias, an effect of 15.0 pp is found. This suggests that in the absence of unexpected events, graduates more likely realise their intention to stay.
We do not find significant effects of unexpected changes in relationship status or activity after graduation on the realisation of intentions to leave. Hypothesis H2 supports that unexpected life-course events can explain why graduates do not realise their initial (im)mobility intention for those with the intention to stay only.
| Personality
With respect to the Big Five personality traits, higher conscientiousness increases the probability to realise the intention to stay by 8.4 pp and decreases the probability to realise the intention to leave by 10.7 pp. The significant effects are only found in the models without controlling for sample selection. We therefore find no evidence to reject the null hypothesis H3 that higher conscientiousness increases the probability to realise (im)mobility intentions. In addition, the average marginal prediction indicates a higher probability for higher scorers on neuroticism to realise their intention to stay by 7.5 and 2.3 pp in Models 1a and 1b, respectively. This contradicts previous research by Jokela (2014) , who finds that high scorers on neuroticism are in general less likely to follow their migration desires. Our results might differ as we focus on respondents who are mobile as well as immobile. In addition, our study focusses on mobility intentions rather than desires that are in general more likely to be abandoned (see also Carling, 2019) . High scorers on neuroticism are characterised by worrying a lot, getting nervous easily, and being sensitive to negative emotions and feelings and are therefore more prone to experiencing fear and anxiety (Ashton, 2007; Jokela, 2014; McCrae & John, 1992) .
A possible explanation for our result is that by realising the intention to stay, higher scorers on neuroticism remain inside their comfort zone and avoid the different costs associated with moving (unexpectedly). We therefore find no evidence to reject the null hypothesis H4 that neuroticism decreases the probability to realise (im)mobility intentions.
| Controls
In addition, in Model 1a, respondents are more likely to realise their intention to stay by 19.7 pp with a degree in hard science (Science, Mathematics and Computing, Engineering, Manufacturing, and Construction). Furthermore, the importance attached to the quality of life in choosing the residency after graduation indicated in Wave 1 has a positive impact on the probability of realising the intention to stay in Wave 2 by 16.8 pp. The same is true for the result of the BPSM (Model 1b), yet with a marginal effect of 3.9 pp. In addition, in Model 1b, respondents are more likely to realise the intention to stay by 0.9 pp with increasing age. This is in line with previous research that suggests that mobility decreases with increasing age (Van Wissen, van Dijk, & Venhorst, 2011) . Last, in the BPSM (Model 2b), respondents are more likely to realise their intention to leave if they are working (7.8 pp) or doing something else (7.0 pp) than studying in Wave 2. There are no significant effects for the control variables in Model 2a.
We additionally apply a series of robustness checks. We pool all respondents together in one regression, instead of applying separate regressions for the respondents who had (a) the intention to stay or (b) to leave. Grouping all respondents together enables us to examine whether the results of the main analysis are robust to changes in the sample size. First, we apply a multinomial logistic regression. Our dependent variable takes four possible outcomes: (a) the intention to stay and not realised, (b) the intention to stay and realised, (c) the intention to leave and not realised, and (d) the intention to leave and realised. We use the intention to stay and realised as baseline outcome. In so doing, we compare the stayers who realised the immobility intention with the stayers who did not realise the immobility intention. We find the same results as presented in Table 2 , Model 1a.
Next, we use the intention to leave and realised as base outcome that enables us to compare those who realised the (im)mobility intention to those who did not. With the exception of the variable "internship during the study," we find the same results as displayed in Table 2, Model 2a.
Second, we apply a probit regression with the dependent variable indicating whether one has realised the (im)mobility intention or not.
Interaction terms are used for whether (a) respondents indicated to have the intention to stay in the study region or (b) respondents who indicated to have the intention to leave the study region on the same set of independent variables presented in Table 2 . Again, the results are the same as reported in Table 2 , with the exception of the significance of the variables on the relationship transition and the Big Five trait neuroticism. The results of the additional regressions provide evidence to consider the results of the main analysis to be robust.
| Interview findings
In this section, we report the most important interview findings and link them to the results of the quantitative analysis. This allows us to better grasp the intervening factors leading to the gap between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour. In addition, through insights into respondents' personal (im)mobility, we arrive at a more nuanced understanding of (im)mobility behaviour by disentangling if intentions were not realised because they were changed (voluntarily), respondents failed to realise them, or they postponed them (see Figure 1 ).
| Mobility behaviour: Change intention, fail to realise intention, or postpone intention
For respondents who did not realise their intention to stay, most report work as the main reasons to have left. For some, this means that they could not find a job in the region where they studied even though they would have liked to stay (Interviews 5 and 25), whereas others decided to leave for a more suitable and/or better paid job elsewhere (Interviews 4, 6, 10, 24, and 27): "I would have stayed, but to me the kind of employer and job were more important than the location" (Interview 10). This suggests that graduates change their intentions or fail to realise them because of a (perceived) lack of opportunities in the study region or (perceived) better opportunities elsewhere. Another interviewee who had the intention to leave in 2015 had not realised his intention yet because he preferred to remain living in the study region while looking for a job (Interview 17).
As he did not expect to find a job in the study region, his move is likely to be postponed. This is in line with the theory of planned behaviour that emphasises the importance of "perceived behavioural control" (Ajzen, 1991) and suggests that individuals are more likely to realise their (im)mobility intentions if they perceive their opportunities to do so as sufficient.
Four interviewees changed their plans and actively decided to remain living in the study region despite their initial intention to leave as they received unexpected job offers, for example, by the supervisors of their Master's thesis or through a student assistant job (Interviews 12, 13, 14, and 16) . This can be linked to the quantitative analysis that shows that respondents who have done an internship within the study region are less likely to realise their intention to leave arguably because of improved access to networks and labour market opportunities in the study region. Just like Interviewees 12 and 14, it is possible that these respondents were not aware of opportunities in the study region prior to their internship. Therefore, one could argue that not only the realisation but also the formation of (im)mobility intentions depends on perceived behavioural control: When graduates do not expect to find a job in the study region because of a perceived lack of opportunities for them, they might think it is necessary to leave. Only if they receive more information, for example, through internships, student jobs, or other unexpected job offers, they are convinced otherwise. Several interviewees indicated that they could imagine that more graduates stayed in the study region if there were more job opportunities (Interviews 10, 25, 24, and 26). Hence, access to employment opportunities is crucial to understand the gap between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour of recent higher education graduates.
Work-related factors triggering (im)mobility are often paired with other factors such as distance to partner and social ties (Interviews 4, 6, and 10) or a relationship break up (Interview 9). For the interviewees who changed their plans and stayed in the region because of unexpected job offers, this was furthermore perceived as very convenient because their partners were living in the same region or close by (Interviews 13-15): "If I did not have friends and a partner in the study region, I would not have accepted the job" (Interview 14). One interviewee also reported that she stayed because she broke up with her partner with whom she was initially planning to move away. As she received an attractive job offer, she changed her plans and decided to remain living in her study region, also because "it feels like home" (Interview 16). Similarly, another graduate decided to remain in the region when a relationship ended because she received a job offer, had become familiar with the region, had found many friends, and was active in a sports club (Interview 23).
One interviewee explained that his intention to leave changed as he got married and became more settled in the study region. This event also meant that additional factors such as the distance to his wife's family now play a role in choosing his residency, which is something that he had not taken into account in 2015 (Interview 20). Two female interviewees reported that the main reason for them to leave (and thereby changing their intention to stay) was to move in with their partner who was living further away (Interviews 15 and 21).
These are examples for people who voluntarily changed their plans because of a shift in priorities. The importance of relationships and changes in relationship status as reported by the interviewees is in line with the quantitative analysis, which suggests that finding a new partner is associated with an increased likelihood not to realise the intention to stay.
For some interviewees, the gap between (im)mobility intention and behaviour resulted from unexpected events that are neither related to work nor relationships. One interviewee decided to leave against her initial intention to stay because, having lived abroad for a while, she could not imagine remaining in Europe anymore, mainly for lifestyle reasons (Interview 3). A participant from India had to leave the region where he studied because of visa issues, but he would still like to come back (Interview 11). This shows that sometimes, individuals may fail to realise their intentions depending on external influences beyond their control. Six interviewees explained that delayed graduation or enrolment in another study programme led to the postponement of mobility (Interviews 1, 2, 8, 17, 18, 20, and 22) . By the time they were being interviewed in 2018, three of them had realised their intention to leave (Interviews 8, 18, and 19) .
For many of the respondents, the fact that they actively decided to stay despite the initial intention to leave does not imply that they will remain living in the region forever. They might still leave at a later point in time (Interviews 14 and 23). Hence, it is often a combination of factors, mainly work and relationships that lead interviewees to change their initial (im)mobility intention, at least for the time being.
We did not notice any differences between the experiences of interviewees who studied in different subregions of the EMR. In addition, it is worth mentioning that a number of interviewees had the impression that there are not enough jobs outside academia in some study regions, for example, for engineers. They think that more graduates would be able to realise their intention to stay if there were more job opportunities in the industry (Interviews 2 and 20). This study contributes to the literature on the relationship between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour in three ways. First, it focuses on recent higher education graduates, a group that has not been studied in this context so far and that is seen as increasingly relevant in today's competition for talent. Second, it is among the few studies applying a multidisciplinary approach. Third, it is based on mixed methods. Through combining survey and interview data (for contextualisation and triangulation), it helps to arrive at a more nuanced understanding of the intervening factors explaining the gap between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour as well as pointing out the extent to which (im)mobility behaviour reflects individuals' actual preferences.
| CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION
Our results confirm that (im)mobility intentions are a good predictor of actual behaviour. About 70% of our survey respondents had realised their intention within 2 years after graduation. In line with previous research and our conceptual framework, the remaining gap between (im)mobility intentions and behaviour can be explained through a variety of intervening factors.
According to the results of the quantitative analysis, all three intervening factors identified by the conceptual framework (resources and opportunities, unexpected events, and personality traits) help to better understand the gap between intentions to stay and behaviour.
Regional familiarity (location-specific capital), no change in expectations for activities after graduation (continue studying, working, and other), not finding a new partner, and higher neuroticism increase the likelihood that respondents realise their intention to stay, whereas previous mobility, having a Master's degree (human capital), and changes in the relationship status decrease the probability that respondents realise their intention to stay (supporting H1 and H2).
With regard to realising the intention to leave, previous mobility and gaining human capital outside the study region (internship) increase the likelihood that intentions to leave the study region are realised (supporting H1). In contrast to immobility intentions and behaviour, the gap between mobility intentions and behaviour thus seems to be influenced in particular by resources and opportunities.
Differing between respondents who expressed the intention to stay and respondents who indicated an intention to leave rather than studying both groups jointly has been proven to be a useful approach.
Different mechanisms seem to be at play in explaining the realisation of mobility and immobility intentions.
The qualitative analysis shows that for all interviewees, unexpected events such as unexpected job offers and changes in relationship status have a strong impact on why (im)mobility intentions were not realised. In one specific case, visa issues explained why the participant failed to realise his intention to stay (i.e., involuntary mobility).
Unexpected events were not found to have an effect in the quantitative analyses on realising the intention to leave. Moreover, the interviews show that a (perceived) lack of employment opportunities in the study region and (perceived) better opportunities elsewhere led to changing the (im)mobility intention. Finally, several interviewees postponed the realisation of their intention to leave because of delayed graduation.
The results of this study suggest that following the same sample over a longer period of time is advisable for future research. Two years are not always enough for graduates to realise their (im)mobility intentions. The time needed to complete education and to plan and realise one's move may differ from respondent to respondent.
In addition, future research should take into account that it is useful to take a more nuanced approach when comparing (im)mobility intentions and behaviour and when interpreting (im)mobility outcomes. Not realising (im)mobility intentions often has a negative connotation and is frequently associated with a failure or inability to realise one's intention. This is problematic because as we have shown, it does not reflect the process through which individuals go internally between the points in time when intentions and behaviour are measured. Not realising one's intention can be a result of changing, postponing, or indeed not being able to act in line with one's earlier indicated preferences (i.e., involuntary (im)mobility). Accordingly, speaking of (im)mobility behaviour as "revealed preferences" can be misleading because not everyone is able to act in line with their preferences. Future research should explore in more detail which intervening factors lead to different (im)mobility outcomes (i.e., changes in intentions, postponement of mobility, or failure to realise intentions/ involuntary (im)mobility).
The main limitation of this study is the small sample size on which the quantitative analysis is based. It does not allow for a more detailed analyses by subregion inside the Euregio Meuse-Rhine. The impact of regional labour market and cultural differences between the subregions, separated by country borders, is therefore beyond the scope of our analysis. Such factors might be very interesting to be analysed in future research. Moreover, it is advisable for future research to collect more detailed (e.g., monthly) longitudinal data on the timing of events and changes in intentions to leave or stay in a particular region.
migration (Aybek, Huinink, & Muttarak, 2015) . The concept migration often refers to long-distance and long-term moves of at least 1 year (King & Findley, 2012; King & Raghuram, 2013) . Accordingly, migration is one form of mobility, but not all forms of mobility can be regarded as migration (e.g., business trips, commuting, and tourism). In a policy context, the term mobility is perceived as more neutral, which is why it is often used to refer to movements within the European Union (King et al., 2016) . Although we prefer the term (im)mobility, we recognise that the terms mobility and migration are often blurred and difficult to disentangle because authors use them differently throughout the literature and because of the emergence of complex forms of mobility and migration (King et al., 2016) . Therefore, the term migration is also used at times in this paper, especially when reviewing the existing literature. 2 The EMR is a cross-border region spanning parts of the Netherlands, Belgium, and Germany (Hooijen et al., 2017) . The EMR is especially interesting to study because it hosts five excellent research universities and several universities of applied sciences with more than 100,000 students from all over the world translating into an enormous potential of human capital (Hoogenboom & Reinold, 2017) .
3 Not all authors report the share of respondents who actually realised migration intention. Henkens (2008, 2013) find that 24% and 34%, respectively, realised their intentions. Hoppe and Fujishiro (2015) distinguish between different decision-making phases.
The extent to which individuals realise migration expectations varies from stage to stage, ranging from 2% in the "predecisional stage" over 22% in the "preactional" stage to 47% in the "actional" phase. 4 An example for this is home ownership, which does not seem relevant in the context of recent graduates' mobility decisions. In Germany, for example, home ownership is related to the number of years spent in paid employment (Mulder & Wagner, 1998) , and recent graduates are at very early stages of their careers. 5 For prospective graduates from universities in Germany, Fouarge et al.
(2019) find that the Big Five personality traits extraversion and openness to experience are positively associated with individuals' intention to migrate to culturally remote countries. Furthermore, they find a negative association between agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability (vs. neuroticism) on migration intentions. Furthermore, Canache et al. (2013) find that openness to experience and extraversion are associated with the intention to emigrate in 22 countries in the Americas. In addition, Jokela (2009) finds that higher openness to experience and lower agreeableness predict the probability of migrating within and between U.S. states. High extraversion predicts the probability of migrating only within U.S. states. 6 Our analysis does not cover more anticipated events like childbirth or buying a house, which are life-course events that are more likely to happen after having spent a few years in paid employment and not directly after graduation from higher education (Mulder & Wagner, 1998) . 7 The first wave targeted students in the final phase of their studies because it was assumed that this group had already thought about their future (im)mobility. Unfortunately, it was not possible for all participating institutions to single out this group when sending the invitations, which is why the survey included a question on the phase of the studies (beginning, middle, or end) to be able to identify the target group.
T A B L E A 1
Full probit models
Realising the intention to stay Realising the intention to leave
Resources and opportunities
Familiar with the region 0.221 ** (0.0998) 0.00870 ( 
The first part of the table presents the outcome stage; in this case, whether one has realised the intention to stay or leave in the study region, taking the value one if one has realised the intention and zero otherwise. The lower part of the table presents the selection stage, where it estimates whether one participated in the second wave of data collection (1) or not (0). In the selection model, the selection equation should include the same independent variables as also included in the main equation and should additionally include exclusion restriction(s) that are supposed to influence the dependent variable of the selection equation but not the dependent variable of the main equation (Baum, 2006; Heckman, 1979; van de Ven & Praag, 1981) . Both stages contain a series of independent variables grouped into resources and opportunities, unexpected events, and personality.
We furthermore control for gender, age, study field, current status (working, studying, and other), quality of life extremely important, and social ties extremely important. In addition, the selection stage controls for two exclusion restrictions: university email address (indicating whether someone received an invitation to participate in the 2017 survey via a university email address) and price (indicating if respondents wanted to participate in the raffle to win a prize in 2015). These two variables are assumed to influence the participation of individuals in the second wave but do not influence the realisation of mobility intentions.
Column 1, the outcome equation, estimates whether one has realised the intention to stay in the study region. Column 2, the out- 
